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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-3, 13, 15, 25, 26,28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Helms (5,760,760). 

With regard to claim 1 , Helms teaches a portable computer system (figure 1) 

comprising: a processor coupled to a bus (figure 2, item 204a); a light sensor coupled to 

said bus and for providing an ambient light information signal to said processor (figure 

2, item 14); a lighted display device coupled to said bus and for providing a visual 

display (figure 2, item 12); a display controller coupled to said bus and for controlling 

said visual display (figure 2, item 204); a data storage device coupled to said bus and 

comprising reconfigured dynamically adjustable brightness range setting data for 

implementing a plurality of different stored ranges, and wherein said processor 

automatically selects a stored range of said plurality of stored ranges based on said 

ambient light information signal from said light sensor ( figure 2, item 204b and column 

2, lines 12-15 and lines 35-39), wherein each stored range of said plurality of stored 

ranges comprises a brightness range maximum value and a brightness range 

minimum value (at least two ways to interpret this broad language, for example the 

inherent nature of a "range" is to have a maximum value at the high end and a 

minimum value at the low end of the "range" of which the reference clearly has). 
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With regard to claim 2, Helms teaches the portable computer system of Claim 1 
further comprising an adjustment display for enabling the user to adjust a brightness 
setting within said selected range for said display device (figure 2, item 16). 

With regard to claim 3, Helms teaches the portable computer system of Claim 1 
wherein said lighted display device is transmissive (figure 2, item 12). 

With regard to claim 13, Helms teaches a portable electronic device (figure 1) 
comprising: a processor coupled to a bus (figure 2, item 204a); a light sensor coupled to 
said bus and for providing ambient light information signal to said processor (figure 2, 
item 14); a lighted display device coupled to said bus and for providing a visual display 
(figure 2, item 12); a display controller and for controlling said visual display (figure 2, 
item 204); a data storage device coupled to said bus and comprising a plurality of 
reconfigured dynamically adjustable brightness ranges; and wherein said processor 
selects a brightness range of said stored brightness ranges based on preset range 
configuration data and said ambient light information signal from said light sensor ( 
figure 2, item 204b and column 2, lines 12-15 and lines 35-39) wherein each stored 
range of said plurality of stored ranges comprises a brightness range maximum 
value and a brightness range minimum value (at least two ways to interpret this 
broad language, for example the inherent nature of a "range" is to have a maximum 
value at the high end and a minimum value at the low end of the "range" of which the 
reference clearly has). 

With regard to claim 15, Helms teaches the portable electronic device of Claim 
13 wherein said lighted display device is transmissive (figure 2, item 12). 
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With regard to claim 25, Helms teaches in a portable electronic device (figure 1), 
a method of responding to a change in ambient light conditions comprising: a) detecting 
said change in ambient light conditions and generating a signal in response thereto 
(figure 2, item 14); b) in response to said signal, a processor (figure 2, item 204a) of 
said portable electronic device selecting a brightness range from a plurality of stored 
brightness ranges based on reconfigured range information; and c) implementing said 
brightness range to alter the brightness of a display device (figure 2, item 12) of said 
portable electronic device (figure 2, item 204b and column 2, lines 12-15 and lines 35- 
39) wherein each stored range of said plurality of stored ranges comprises a 
brightness range maximum value and a brightness range minimum value (at least 
two ways to interpret this broad language, for example the inherent nature of a "range" 
is to have a maximum value at the high end and a minimum value at the low end of the 
"range" of which the reference clearly has). 

With regard to claim 26 Helms teaches a method as described in Claim 25 
further comprising: d) allowing a user to adjust a brightness setting within said selected 
brightness range; and e) altering said brightness of said display device based on said 
brightness setting (figure 2, item 16). 

With regard to claim 28 Helms teaches a method as described in Claim 25 
wherein c) comprises employing a time delay between any brightness transition of said 
display device (It is inherent that there is a time delay). 
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With regard to claim 29 Helms teaches a method as described in Claim 25 
wherein a) is performed by a light sensor of said portable electronic device (figure 2, 
item 14). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

4. Claims 4-6 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Helms (5,760,760). 

With regard to claims 4-6 and 16-18 Helms did not give an illustration of the 
portable computer system of Claim 1 wherein said lighted display device is emissive, 
reflective and transflective. 

However such display types are well-known alternatives to the LCD illustrated by 
Helms, therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to substitute other well-know display types for an LCD absent 
unexpected results because such other simple applications of the Helms concept are 
viewed as merely directed towards an "OBVIOUS INTENDED USE" of the Helms 
invention where he states this in column 6, lines 29-52 to summarize, a LCD was used 
to be illustrative of the concept only. It is further obvious that depending on cost and 
availability of parts one would be motivated to use one or the other display type . 
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5. Claims 7, 8, 14, 19, 20 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Helms (5,760,760) in view of Wagner (5.933,130). 

With regard to claim 7, Helms does not teach the portable computer system of 

Claim 2 wherein said adjustment display comprises a brightness bar with user 

adjustable slider. 

Wagner teaches "adjustment display comprises a brightness bar with user 
adjustable slider" (See Wagner figure 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the brightness bar slider as taught by Wagner in the 
apparatus of Helms because Wagner illustrated that it is a well-known practice in the 
prior art to use a brightness bar slider instead of a mechanical knob and in addition a 
GUI is more simple and cost effective then having a specific dedicated mechanical 
control. 

With regard to claim 8, the combination of Helms and Wagner teaches the 
portable computer system of Claim 7 wherein said adjustment display comprises a 
plurality of selectable brightness levels (See Helms column 2, lines 35-38 also see 
Wagner figure 9 item 62 "SELECT RANGE"). 

With regard to claims 14, 19 and 20 the combination of Helms and Wagner was 

shown in claims 2 and 7-8 to read on the limitations claimed. 

With regard to claim 27 the combination of Helms and Wagner was shown in 
claim 7 to read on method as described in Claim 26 wherein said d) is implemented 
using a graphical user interface. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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6. Claims 9-12, 21-24 and 30-32 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



7. Applicant's arguments filed 29 March 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues on pages 9-14 with regard to independent claims 1,13 and 
25, and there dependent claims that Helms does not teach or suggest the limitation of 

claim 1 in which the portable computer system comprises; "a data storage device 

for implementing a plurality of different stored ranges, wherein each stored range of 
said plurality of stored ranges comprises a brightness range maximum value and 
a brightness range minimum values". 

The examiner disagrees because the sited Helms column 2, lines 35-39 clearly 

states; 

"the brightness control circuitry comprises some form of artificial intelligence for 
learning, a users preferred brightness level, or range of brightness levels, in various 

ambient lighting conditions" 

This "OR" language makes clear that there are two possible actions or cases 
for a plurality of ambient lighting conditions. The First action or case is to simply 
assign a specific brightness level value to a specific ambient lighting value. The Second 
action or case is to assign a range of possible brightness levels to each specific ambient 
lighting value which would require a plurality of different ranges. 



Response to Arguments 



• 
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And also further note that Wagner also teaches the concept of case two, having 
a plurality of ranges and was used in a 103 with Helms when more details were used 
such as the slider bar. Also note applicant states on his page 14 "Wagner teaches a 
plurality of brightness ranges" . So even if one disregards the Helms evidence in 
column 2, lines 35-39 a 103 rejection could have been simply made with Helms and 
Wagner references together because it is obvious that multiple user's of the Helms 
device would need a plurality of ranges as also clearly illustrated by Wagner. 

The examiner maintains that the interpretation of Helms column 2, lines 35-39 is 
reasonable so therefore it teaches . 

The applicant argues on pages 14-15 with regard to Wagner "Wagner does not 
teach providing an ambient light signal " The examiner does not understand this line of 
argument because the primary base reference teaches this and therefor the secondary 
reference does not necessarily have to also teach it. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 
871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
The examiner references the detailed rejection above. 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Bell whose telephone number is (703) 306-3019. 



Conclusion 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful the Technology 
Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377 can 
help with any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application. 



Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Or Faxed to: (703) 872-9306 

Or Hand-delivered to: Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor 
(Receptionist). _ 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 




Paul Bell 
Art unit 2675 
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